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Claims 155-177 are now pending, with claims 159-160, 175 remaining withdrawn due to a 
previously set forth restriction requirement. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

1 . The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

2. Claims 155-158, 161-174, 177 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as 
failing to comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter 
which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled 
in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the 
claimed invention, (a) The newly added language to the claims ". . . when an angular frequency 
of the disk is greater than a natural frequency of the disk player." is considered to be new matter. 
Nowhere in the original specification is there a description of a natural frequency of the disk 
player as a whole, and furthermore, it is not readily apparent what this frequency even is. Each 
component of the disk player has a different natural frequency. 



3. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

4. Claim 177 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. Claim 177, appears to reiterate the same general concept of claim 155 from which 
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it depends from, i.e., "force provided by a spindle motor, and the center of gravity of said self- 
compensating dynamic balancer is located opposite to that of said disk with respect to a 
rotational shaft of said spindle motor by a centrifugal force generated during rotation of said 
disk, thereby to compensate for vibrations due to an eccentric center of gravity of said disk." And 
therefore the meets and bounds of this claim cannot be readily ascertained. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

5. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

6. Claims 155, 158, 161-165, 169-172, 176-177 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as 
being anticipated by Hellerich (US 3,854,347). (As per claim 155) Hellerich discloses (see FIGs. 
2-5) a self-compensating dynamic balancer apparatus for a disk player which records and 
reproduces information from a disk installed on the disk player; the apparatus comprising: a self- 
compensating dynamic balancer 50 locatable co-axial with the rotation axis about which a disk is 
rotated by rotational components of the disk player and rotates in use with at least one of the 
rotational components; a mobile unit 52 arranged to be freely movable within a non-magnetic 
hollow tube (see col. 3, line 58-col 4, line 6) by centrifugal force generated by rotation of the 
disk such that the center of gravity of the self-compensating dynamic balancer moves to be 
located opposite to the center of gravity of the disk with respect to the rotation axis when an 
angular frequency of the disk is greater than a natural frequency of the disk player (as well for 
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claim 1 77 which includes similar reiterated limitations)(which is basic rotational balancing 
theory well known in the art-see also col. 1, line 63-col. 2, line 10); wherein the mobile unit 
includes at least one rigid body 52; (as per claim 1 58) wherein the tube is formed of a body 
having a race in which the mobile unit is disposed and a cover member which covers the race by 
coupling to the body, i.e., the body and cover are integrally formed in Hellerich; (as per claim 
161) wherein the rigid body is formed into a shape of a spherical body which can roll inside the 
race (col. 3, line 60); (as per claims 162, 163, 165) wherein the rigid body is formed of a non- 
magnetic material, e.g., stainless steel (one of SUS300, SUS304, SUS316), in order to avoid 
being influenced by a magnetic force (see col. 3, line 66); (as per claim 164) wherein the 
substance, e.g., stainless steel, does not corrode; (as per claim 169) wherein the cross section of 
the tube enclosing the mobile unit has a shape of rectangular or oval (see FIG. 5 and col. 4, line 
48); (as per claims 170, 171 & 172) wherein the tube enclosing the mobile unit is synthetic resin, 
e.g., plastic (see col. 3, last line), which does not corrode; (as per claim 176) wherein the self- 
compensating dynamic balancer is formed integrally with the turntable 12 (see FIG. 2). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for. all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

8. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 
claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various 
claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any 
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evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out 
the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later 
invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) 
and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

9. Claims 156, 157, 168 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hellerich in view of Taylor et al (WO 93/23687). For a description of Hellerich, see the 
rejection, supra. Hellerich is silent as to having a fluid within the hollow tube. 

Taylor et al, within the rotational balancing art, discloses a self-compensating dynamic balancer 
that includes a hollow tube 1 1, spherical balls 21 and fluid 107 (see FIGs 1 1&12 and page 16, 
line 1 5 thru page 1 8, line 9). From this teaching, it would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have provided the self- 
compensating dynamic balancer of Hellerich with a fluid, as taught by Taylor et al. The 
motivation would have been: providing a fluid into the hollow tube with the balls, would have 
enabled the balls to move within the groove at a slower rotational speed, thereby providing a 
smoother balancing apparatus. Furthermore, the fluid would also provide an inherent dampening 
effect to the noise of the rotating balls within the hollow tube as well as providing a reduction in 
friction, as would have been readily apparent to a skilled artisan. 

10. Claims 166-167, 173-174 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hellerich. For a description of Hellerich, see the rejection, supra. With respect to the above 
claims, Hellerich is expressly silent as to coating the rigid body and/or the hollow tube with an 
anti-oxidation coating, however, it would have been considered obvious to a skilled artisan to 
have provided such coating, especially if the components, i.e., tube, balls, were originally formed 
from a corrosive material. As would have been readily apparent, providing such a coating would 
have prevented corrosion to these components, providing longevity thereof. If provided over the 
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materials as disclosed by Hellerich, such a coating would provide inherent lubrication 
characteristics, as would have been readily apparent by a skilled artisan. 

Response to Arguments 

1 1 . Applicant's arguments filed 1 1/22/06 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

A...Applicants' assert that Hellerich fails to teach an aspect of the claim, which is described as 
the last clause of the claim: 

"... wherein said mobile unit is arranged to be freely movable within said 
non-magnetic hollow tube by centrifugal force generated by rotation of 
said disk such that the center of gravity of said self-compensating dynamic 
balancer moves to be located opposite to the center of gravity of said disk 
with respect to said rotation axis when an angular frequency of the disk is 
greater than a natural frequency of the disk player ." 

And further states, "Even though the rotational position of the mass members 52 of Hellerich 
.may be alleged to tend to dynamically balance the .disk pack when the disk pack rotates, the 
reference is still Silent about a specific CG location of a balancing device based on the CG of a 
disk and a rotation axis, The reference does not teach a specific condition of such balancing of 
the disk pack in rotation." 

In response, the Examiner respectfully disagrees that Hellerich does not teach this limitation. 
The structural limitation needed to meet the claimed function is "said mobile unit arranged to be 
freely movable within said non-magnetic hollow tube. . ." which is clearly met by Hellerich. The 
Examiner maintains that the claimed function (as cited above) is an inherent result of the freely 
movable bodies within the hollow member when coaxially mounted with the spindle shaft, as 
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clearly taught by Hellerich. The cited passage that the Examiner relied upon is col. 1, line 63 to 
col. 2, line 2, which states in relevant part, "The theory upon which the dynamic balancing 
device operates is well known to those skilled in the mechanical vibration art. 
The claims do not set forth any additional structure that would somehow operate any differently 
then the dynamically balancing apparatus as disclosed by Hellerich. Applicant's recitation of the 
well known theory of dynamically balancing devices does not change the fact that Hellerich, 
along with most prior art devices, operate and function the same when balancing a rotating body 
and it is maintained that this functional language is encompassed inherently within the described 
structure. 

B. ..As no specific arguments have been set forth regarding the rejected claims 156-158, 161- 
174, 176, the Examiner maintains that they are also anticipated/obvious over Hellerich, as set 
forth, supra. 

C. .. Claim 177, besides recitation of a spindle motor, reiterates the same basic concept of 
independent claim 155, and as such, is not considered to recite any additional patentably distinct 
features. 

Conclusion 

4. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure, including US Patent to Hirsch (5,099,430) that is cited to discuss dynamic rotation 
theory well known in the art. 
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12. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a): 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 . 1 36(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

13. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Brian E. Miller whose telephone number is (571) 272-7578. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-TH 6:30am-4:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Hoa T. Nguyen can be reached on (571) 272-7579. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov . 

Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO 
Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information system, call 800-786- 
9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. n. 




^fSrian E. Miller 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 2627 



BEM 

August 28, 2007 



